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Comments Responses

CDFG1. Comment noted.

CDFG2. The National Park Service has long recognized the state’s role
in wildlife management in parks and entered into an
agreement with them in 1971 for purposes of cooperating.
Congress clearly provided the Park Service with a mandate in
our 1916 Organic Act, to preserve the wild life, and other
resources within park units. They also reiterated in the
California Desert Protection Act our mandate to preserve
wildlife by affording the new preserve full recognition and
statutory protection to establish periods when, no hunting,
fishing, or trapping will be permitted for reasons of public
safety, administration, or compliance with provisions of
applicable law. With both agencies having a role in managing
wildlife in the preserve, the appropriate process for
determining the Park Service’s overall management strategy is
to examine alternatives in the GMP planning process, then
seek public input.  Consultation with the California
Department of Fish and Game, in partnership with the Desert
Managers Group, has been occurring orally, in writing, in
meetings, via our Advisory Commission and through the draft
document. Once a coordinated decision on wildlife
management is reached that meets both our preservation
mandate and the hunting mandate, the National Park Service
would ask the department to promulgate state regulations to
implement this management goal.

CDFG3. Extensive public meetings, interagency coordination, and
numerous meetings with the Mojave Advisory Commission
yielded the alternatives presented in the draft plan. The stated
planning objective throughout the scoping and alternative
development phases was to develop a general management
plan for Mojave National Preserve that met the intent of
Congress, was consistent with agency guidelines for GMP
content and scope, and was implementable without legislation.
It was not the intent to craft an array of management
alternatives that violate Congressional direction for the
Preserve and required legislation before they could be

CDFG1

CDFG2

CDFG3
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Comments Responses

implemented. Mandates from the California Desert Protection
Act, existing laws, policies, and regulations effectively restrict
the range of alternatives with this objective in mind. The
planning effort explored the traditional theme alternative
approach (i.e. visitor use emphasis, resource protection
emphasis, etc.) and decided that approach was not consistent
with public input received during scoping. Therefore, we
believe the range of alternatives is appropriate given these
considerations.

In addition, the Environmental Protection Agency, the federal
agency responsible for overseeing NEPA reviewed the draft
plan and had no objections to the plan and commended the
Park Service for developing a quality management plan for the
preserve.

CDFG4. The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and NPS
guidelines on implementing NEPA suggest that the preferred
alternative may be identified in the draft plan, but if the
agency has no preferred alternative at that time it does not
have to be identified. It does have to be identified in the final
environmental impact statement. The draft plan did identify
the agency proposed action, but that does not necessarily
represent the preferred alternative. CEQ requires that the
“environmentally” preferred alternative be identified in the
record of decision.

CDFG5. See response to CDFG3.

CDFG6. We believe that the 63 pages of text in the 1998 draft plan
devoted to describing the proposed action and the two
alternatives is of sufficient detail to accomplish the stated
planning objectives and address the range of issues for the
management of the preserve for the first tier planning
document. Alternative three is brief because it is the same as
alternative one except for stated differences. The full text of
alternative one is not repeated. Additional text has been
added in the revised draft to address several concerns raised

CDFG4

CDFG5

CDFG6

CDFG7

CDFG8
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by public comments.

NPS general management plans represent the first phase of
tiered planning for parks and provide the overall management
framework under which other more detailed plans are
developed. The NPS planning process involves several levels
of planning that become increasingly more detailed and
complementary by agreeing first on why the preserve was
established and what resource conditions and visitor
experiences should exist there, and then by becoming
increasingly focused on how those conditions should be
achieved. Decisions about site-specific actions are deferred to
implementation planning when more detailed site-specific
analysis would be done.

CDFG6. Some additional information has been added to the “Affected
Environment” section. However, generally we believe the
level of detail in the “Affected Environment” and
“Environmental Consequences” sections is commensurate
with the broad-scale decisions of this GMP. According to the
regulations and NPS guidelines, the affected environment
section of an environmental impact statement is intended only
to give the reader a general understanding of the environment
that may experience impact if the proposal or alternatives are
implemented. This section is not intended to be a complete
description of the environment of Mojave National Preserve.
Data in this section should be commensurate with the
importance of the impact. Data in the affected environment
section is also supplemented, as directed by regulations, by
appendix material and references. Appendixes included are
those that were deemed relevant to the analysis. For instance,
the draft plan includes lists of private lands, mining claims,
water rights, and species of special concern in appendixes. It
also references numerous other published sources and
incorporates by reference a separate analysis of socioeconomic
conditions.

The impact section is structured once again to build upon

CDFG9

CDFG10

CDFG11

CDFG12

CDFG13
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differences between the existing management and proposed
alternatives. The discussion in alternative 2 identifies the
major effects of continuing existing management. Therefore,
the discussion focuses on the major impact topics and builds
from the existing management strategy by identifying
differences between the proposed alternatives and no action.
The impact section is also supported by a socioeconomic
analysis done under contract and incorporated by reference.

CDFG7. NEPA regulations call for measures to mitigate adverse
impacts, if not adequately covered by the proposed action or
alternatives (40 CFR 1502.16(h)). The DEIS covers a
legislative change in managing agencies for existing federal
lands and their subsequent actions. The proposed action
typically protects and enhances the resources over the
existing management alternative. The proposed alternative is
essentially mitigation for the existing management
alternative. Many of the actions proposed would mitigate
adverse impacts currently occurring.

CDFG8. See response CDFG5 for a description of NPS planning
process. Many of the subsequent detailed planning documents
are already in the initial stages of preparation.

CDFG9. The plan has been modified. A statement has been added to
the “Affected Environment’s” hunting section addressing the
need to consult with CDF&G in managing the park’s wildlife
resources. It also addresses hunting on private lands in the
preserve.

CDFG10. See CDFG 5 and CDFG 6.

CDFG11. The park met and consulted with the California Department
of Fish & Game numerous times regarding the proposals
presented in this document. For example:
• a CDF&G employee sits on the Mojave National Preserve

Advisory Commission which has held numerous meetings
during the development of the draft plan;

• the preserve’s superintendent met with the acting CDF&G

CDFG14

CDFG15

CDFG16

CDFG17
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Regional Director several times in her Long Beach office
and with a senior biologist in Bishop;

• the acting CDF&G Regional Director was a member of
the interagency Desert Managers Group (a forum where
park planning has been a typical item of discussion);

• the CDF&G was invited in writing to participate as a
cooperating agency

• in the planning process that resulted in this document, but
the team received no response;

• the CDF&G was invited to over 30 public meetings
• CDF&G employees and Mojave staff and management

have had joint visits to five of the six big game guzzlers.
• Mojave staff have joined CDF&G on their annual bighorn

sheep census.

The preserve maintains an open door policy and encourages
discussions with CDF&G regarding preserve resource
planning.

CDFG12. The NPS recognizes, as stated on page 62 of the 1998 draft
plan, the importance of inventorying and monitoring park
resources. Funding for a national program is being sought on
a national level and all NPS units would be allowed to submit
proposals against this national fund for park programs.

CDFG13. The National Park Service acknowledges the Biodiversity
MOU and believes that the preserve’s goals and purposes as
stated in this document complement that MOU. We are
committed to the preservation of biodiversity and are pleased
to see that the department is also committed. We look
forward to developing the specific aspects of our program
with your cooperation, and that of other entities.
Unfortunately, specific details for all the various aspects of
managing a complex park like Mojave cannot be provided in
a single first tier-planning document.

CDFG14. We agree that such an inventory is needed. However, the list
on page 35 of the 1998 draft is from scoping in 1995–96.

CDFG18

CDFG19

CDFG20

CDFG21
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Adding statements to that list would not be appropriate. We
added a statement in the proposed action indicating the need
for such an inventory.

CDFG15. See response to CDFG9.

CDFG16. See response to CDFG3.

We believe the proposed action is a strong resource
protection alternative and does contain strong language for
the protection of biological resources. The proposed action
also addresses mineral development activities and emphasizes
that they would not be allowed if they don’t meet NPS
regulatory standards (see page 100 of 1998 draft plan). The
Park Service manages grazing under our Organic Act,
Management Policies, and various other environmental laws
that pertain to the NPS and the specific park unit; therefore,
standards must be developed for each park with authorized
grazing activity. Page 87 of the 1998 draft plan addressed
development of resource protection measures in the grazing
management plan.

CDFG17. The list of future planning needs in the draft plan has been
updated to include priorities and some additional plans. NPS
planning policy directs the park to prepare certain of these
plans. Priorities are often driven by the most compelling need
and funding. Several of the identified plans have already been
initiated, such as the resource management plan, fire
management plan, wilderness management plan and
development concept plans for Hole-in-the-Wall and Soda
Springs. Most of these plans also involve preparation of an
accompanying environmental document that will provide for
public review and input.

CDFG18. The plan clearly states that water and its protection is an
important issue. The Mojave National Preserve staff will
continue its ongoing work to inventory water features and
associated biotic resources and developing plans for their
protection and restoration (if needed). The 1998 draft plan

CDFG22

CDFG23

CDFG24
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states on page 62 that inventory and monitoring of the
preserve’s natural resources is important and a
comprehensive strategy would be developed through the
preserve’s resource management plan.

We feel the extensive water rights discussion provides a
strong resource preservation strategy. The suggestion to work
with holders of water rights to restore modified water sources
to good natural conditions while still allowing for valid
existing uses is a good suggestion as has been included in the
this document. Further, Mojave is in the process of hiring a
hydrologist.

CDFG19. The last statement on page 61 of the 1998 draft plan provides
for the purchase of water rights. In addition, the discussion on
page 84 indicates that the NPS would seek funding to acquire
the majority of private lands and interests based on priorities
in the Land Protection Plan (appendix C).

CDFG20. Comments noted.

CDFG21. Mojave National Preserve would consult with USFWS and
CDF&G for any proposed management actions involving the
Mojave tui chub.

CDFG22. The suggestions you mention are specifically addressed in the
Recovery Plan for the tortoise. Our proposed management
strategy identified in the proposed action would implement
the measures suggested in that document for the preserve.
Many of the actions listed on page 56 of the 1998 draft plan
have already been implemented. The proposed action has
been modified in the revised draft plan to address some of
these actions in more detail. We are also committed to
modifying our proposed management based on the most
current research results.

CDFG23. Comment noted.
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CDFG24. The hunting section has been modified to adopt CDF&G
terminology and seasons for upland game birds, small game
and big game. However, random target shooting is not an
appropriate activity in the preserve. Visitor safety and
resource protection issues take priority.

The specific measures you identify have been provided for in
our proposal.

CDFG25. The National Park Service would consult with California
Department of Fish & Game before constructing any fences
to prevent burro access.

CDFG26. The general management plan is not intended to be a
detailed, comprehensive plan. See responses CDFG3 and
CDFG6. Issues and concerns to be considered in the GMP
were gathered during scoping in 1995 and 1996. Issues did
not focus on vegetation, soils, and wildlife in general, but
rather on specific sensitive species or habitats. In addition,
exotic or alien species were also a concern.

However, this does not mean that the preserve ignores these
resources. In fact, considerable data has been gathered over
the years on the preserve’s vegetation and wildlife resources
by the former BLM staff, researchers, students and by groups
like yours. Recently, an effort was undertaken to prepare a
comprehensive vegetation map for the entire Mojave Desert,
including all of the preserve. The U.S. Geological Survey’s
Biological Resources Division has been conducting this work
and reports and maps are now being finalized and should be
available for the preserve’s use later this year. A brief section
describing the preserve’s vegetation and wildlife resources
has been added to the “Affected Environment” section, and a
statement of our management goals added to the proposal.

The Mojave National Preserve inventorying and monitoring
program has not been developed. It is not being proposed as

CDFG25

CDFG26
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an action within this plan. When the program is developed it
will abide by all laws regarding public review.

CDFG27. We absolutely agree with you that planning is a dynamic
process. The NPS planning process for a park is designed in
tiers to be flexible and dynamic. It begins with a general
management plan that sets the overall management strategy
for resource protection and visitor use, addresses the purposes
and significance of the unit, and establishes carrying
capacities. This first plan is designed to remain effective for
at least 15 years, but generally, much of it won’t change
significantly. The most dynamic parts of park planning are
the “implementation plans” that are prepared to implement
the general management plan. These plans may change as
often as necessary to accommodate new information. The
resource management plan is a dynamic document that is
intended to be reviewed and updated annually.

CDFG28. The details of a monitoring program are not appropriate in an
NPS GMP. These specifics need to be addressed in detail in
an inventory and monitoring plan.

CDFG29. The preserve was established with several conflicting
mandates that need to be balanced in this management plan.
The National Park Service has a core mission of resource
preservation. This desert park also serves as an area for
research and education on desert ecosystems. Hunting is a
permitted use that needs to be balanced with other park
purposes. The proposed action allows more hunting
opportunities than the state’s Providence Mountain State
Recreation Area that is within the preserve’s boundaries. We
do not believe that Congress envisioned the collection of
reptiles and amphibians with a fishing license when they
made a last minute compromise to allow hunting in the
preserve. We believe these resources should be fully
protected in this desert park and not exploited. We believe

CDFG27

CDFG28

CDFG29
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that collection of reptiles and amphibians should follow
federal law and NPS regulations.

CDFG30. The proposed action alternative has been modified to allow
for the hunting of small game, upland game birds, and big
game during their normal state seasons, with one exception.
Rabbit hunting would be limited to September through
January in accordance with recommendations of the desert
tortoise recovery plan to eliminate firearms discharge from
September through February. Alternative two addresses the
option of allowing continued hunting of coyotes and bobcats.

See responses CDFG2 and CDFG11 regarding consultation
with California Department of Fish & Game on this proposed
plan.

CDFG31. The proposed action alternative has been modified to follow
existing state laws regarding trapping and shooting
restrictions.

CDFG32. The proposed action is following the recommendations of the
desert tortoise recovery plan regarding the recommended
elimination of firearms discharge from September through
February, except for big game or upland game birds. The
National Park Service does not believe that responsible
hunters are shooting desert tortoises, nor do we have any data
for the preserve on tortoise deaths resulting from shooting.
However, we do believe that the proposed action alternative
would create a situation where shooting should not be
occurring the park from February through August, during the
active tortoise period. By limiting shooting to this period, it
would be easier for visitors and staff to identify illegal
shooting activity because firearms should not otherwise be
discharged except during the open season. We believe that
allowing hunting half the year, and providing a park free of
shooting during the other half is a reasonable balance.

CDFG30

CDFG31

CDFG32
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CDFG33. This section has been clarified to reflect that vehicle camping
may occur only in previously disturbed sites along open
routes of travel outside wilderness. Vehicles may not leave
the road surface at any time and park on undisturbed
vegetation. Backpack campers may camp anywhere in the
preserve outside designated day use only areas, but must erect
their tent out of sight of paved roads. The primary issues with
camping would then be with ensuring that visitors do not
disturb tortoises they encounter and vehicles are examined
before moving them to ensure tortoises have not crawled
under them for shade. The preserve would undertake a public
education initiative relative to camping in tortoise habitat.

CDFG34. The designation of wilderness was a congressional action and
is not a consideration of this plan. However, we disagree with
your assertion. We believe that the wilderness designated in
the preserve meets the criteria of the Wilderness Act.

CDFG35. The general management plan is a broad planning document
that provides the overall framework for management of park
resources. Your suggestions are mostly incorporated already
in our grazing permit stipulations or the USFWS Biological
Opinion requirements.

The Park Service inherited grazing as an existing federal
activity and the California Desert Protection Act specifically
allows grazing to continue. The same protections that were
required by the state and federal governments will be
provided under NPS management. The proposed action calls
for the National Park Service to develop a grazing
management plan that would, at a minimum, follow existing
federal and state guidelines (e.g. Clean Water, Cultural
Resource Protection and Endangered Species laws) and
additional protections provided for the park’s natural and
cultural resources in compliance with NPS policies and
regulations.

CDFG33

CDFG34

CDFG35
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CDFG36. This is a general planning document that provides a
framework for management of the preserve for the next 15
years. Specific positions and funding for resource
management issues are provided in project statements
prepared as a component of the resource management plan.
Only when the details of a resource project are spelled out
can funding and staff needs be accurately projected. The
positions and dollars identified on page 88 of the 1998 draft
plan are approximations based on full implementation of
everything identified in the proposed action. To break this
down by type of position and activities would create
unrealistic expectations.  The purpose of this section is only
to provide the public and NPS management with an
approximation of the impact of full implementation of the
general management plan over its 15-year life.

CDFG37. Comment noted.

CDFG38. The proposed action has been modified to reflect that the
National Park Service would implement the recovery actions
for the Mojave Tui Chub in consultation with California
Department of Fish & Game and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. The cooperative agreement has been retained as a
means of implementing this commitment.

CDFG39. See response CDFG2.

CDFG36

CDFG37

CDFG38

CDFG39
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CDFG40. We agree that this is a high priority need and we have
identified it as such in our internal resource budget priorities.
However, this detailed information is not yet available, nor
appropriate for this planning document.

CDFG41. The citation has been changed.

CDFG42. A statement has been included that the National Park Service
is committed to inventorying its cave resources.

CDFG43. The plan has been modified to include available information.

CDFG44. The impacts to air quality, viewsheds, water resources,
sensitive species, introduced species, etc. are identified in the
“Environmental Consequences” section.  We have not
projected any major impacts beyond those listed.

Also see response CDFG6.

CDFG40

CDFG41

CDFG42

CDFG43

CDFG44
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CDFG45. See response to CDFG11 which includes a summary of
consultation and attempts at consultation with the department.

CDFG45
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